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This statement is submitted in support of the Pre- Appeal Brief Request for 
Review, that is submitted herewith. The applicants respectfully request review of the final 
rejection mailed by the U.S. Patent Office for the above-identified application on August 22, 
2006 ("the Final Office Action"). An Advisory Action was mailed on November 20, 2006 
indicating that a Response filed on October 20, 2006 under 37 C.F.R. § 1.1 16 ("the 
Amendment") did not place the application in condition for allowance. 

A Notice of Appeal is being filed concurrently herewith. 
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1 . Status of Claims 

Claims 1-4, 7-13, 16-19, 21-27, 35-37, 40, 42-45 and 50-57 stand rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U. S. Patent No. 6,173,31 1 to Hassett et al. 
(hereinafter"Hassett"), U. S. Patent No. 5,901,287 to Bull et al. (hereinafter "Bull") in view of 
U. S. Patent No. 6,901,588 to Krapf et al. (hereinafter "Krapf ' ). 

Claims 5 and 6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Hassett and Bull in view of U. S. Patent No. 6,678,733 to Brown et al. (hereinafter 
"Brown"). 



2. Reasons for Requesting Review 

The Applicant respectfully submits that the final Office Action does not establish 
a prima facie case of obviousness in rejecting these claims, as amended. Therefore, the 
Applicant requests reconsideration of these claims. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the Office Action must 
establish a teaching or suggestion in the cited prior art of each claimed limitation. See MPEP 
§706.02(j). However, as argued previously, the cited references fail to teach or suggest, alone or 
in combination, each claimed limitation. For example, none of the references, alone or in 
combination, teach or suggest multiple data stores each having a agent and a profile representing 
configuration information for the data store, the agents and profiles being mapped one-to-one, 
creating a temporary proxy, or accessing a data store via the associated agent from the temporary 
proxy based on the profiles. 

As noted previsouly, under Hassett, the agent used to process a request is 
determined by information (i.e., the category ID) in the request, from the client. (See also FIG. 
5 A) The category ID from the request is based on the last information sent to the client. (Col. 5, 
lines 35-36, col. 9, lines 9-33, col. 19, line 10 - col. 22, line 35) However, as noted in the Office 
Action, Hassett does not teach or suggest multiple data stores each having a agent and a profile 
representing configuration information for the data store, the agents and profiles being mapped 
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Date: December 20, 2006 

one-to-one, creating a temporary proxy, or accessing a data store via the associated agent from 
the temporary proxy based on the profiles. 

The final Office Action then introduced Bull to demonstrate this element that is 
clearly not taught by Hassett. Bull is "directed to an information aggregation and synthesization 
system which connects with local and network accessible datastores through an intermediary 
gateway system." More specifically, under Bull "the user initiates access to the system through a 
network addressable interface device." (Col. 3, lines 26-27) "The user is then connected to the 
information aggregation and synthesization system via a network service provider." (Col. 3, 
lines 29-31) "The user logs on to the system either by name, address, etc. or with some 
pseudonym (or some combination)." (Col. 3, lines 32-34) " This allows the user's activity to be 
tracked and establishes a log of the user's activity during the current online experience (session)." 
(Col. 3, lines 34-36) "The user is also asked for explicit profile information concerning 
preferences." (Col. 3, lines 36-38) "These preferences will be used to narrow the information 
retrieval and may be collected when the user first logs in or incrementally as the user asks for 
specific information." (Col. 3, lines 38-41) That is, Bull discloses tracking a user's access of 
information, i.e., his surfing habits, and building a set of preferences based thereon. This 
information is then used to update the user's profile and the profile can in turn be used to provide 
customized searches based on the user's profile, (col. 4, lines 28-33) 

The agents of Bull cited by the Office Action provide for monitoring of a user's 
actions and, when a certain pattern is detected, provide a target advertisement. (Col. 4, line 62 - 
col. 5, line 10) The portion of Bull cited by the Office Action, i.e., col. 14, lines 21-32, actually 
describes a data store for storing such agents. However, the functions of the agents remain 
monitoring a user's actions and providing a target advertisement based thereon, not teach or 
suggest using the agents to access the data store. Furthermore, Bull does not teach or suggest 
each data store having an agent. For example, Bull does not teach or suggest the "lead data 
store" of FIG. 3 having an agent for accessing that store. 

Therefore, Bull does not teach or suggest multiple data stores each having a agent 
and a profile representing configuration information for the data store, the agents and profiles 
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being mapped one-to-one, creating a temporary proxy, or accessing a data store via the 
associated agent from the temporary proxy based on the profiles. Rather, the profiles of Bull are 
related to individual users, not the individual data stores. Furthermore, the agents of Bull 
monitor the actions of the user and provide a targeted advertisement based thereon, they do not 
provide access to an associated data store. 



Krapf relates to "a method and apparatus for representing and implementing a 



concept between two functional domains (e.g., programming languages) by using a proxy 
component in a first domain to wrap a component of a second domain, where the proxy 
component has a semantic usability in the first domain closely corresponding to the semantic 
usability of the underlying component from the second domain." (Col. 2, lines 8-15) "Such 
proxy components may be used to gradually transform a digital entity (e.g., a software 
application) from a first domain to a second domain." (Col. 2, lines 16-19) However, Krapf 
does not teach or suggest multiple data stores each having a agent and a profile representing 
configuration information for the data store, the agents and profiles being mapped one-to-one, 
creating a temporary proxy, or accessing a data store via the associated agent from the temporary 
proxy based on the profiles. 



In summary, the cited references fail to teach or suggest, alone or in combination, 



each claimed element. Therefore, the applicants respectfully submit that the Office Action fails 
to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. For at least these reasons, the applicants contend 
that the rejection is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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